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PROJECT DIRECROR™S FOREWARD

This document is one in a series of Liwe working papers produced by
staff members of a project established e conduct a cooperative evalnation
study of existing student study team pRWRmSses. The project was partially
funded under a cooperative agreement Wtween the Office of Special Educa-
tion Programs of the U.S. Departmest. @¥ Education and the Program Evalua-
tion and Research Division of the: Cali#ffornia State Department of Education.
The Division assigned the responsidility for administering the project to
the Special Studies and Evaluatfon Reports Unit. The study was conducted
in close collaboration with a Psvject Advisory Committee and staff from 31
schools in 22 school districts 3m nine randomly selected Special Education
Local Plan Areas in Califormdm. All local participating agencies and
schools were volunteers and @me operating some form of student study team
process. The duration of the study was from October 1984 through June
1986.

The purpose of this series of working papers is to augment the final
report of the study by providing detailed descriptions of (1) the methods
developed and used in the study and (2) the preliminary findings which had
been presented to local and state- level participants in the study for
their review and comment. The title of the final report is "Existing Stu-
dent Study Team Processes in Selected Volunteer Special Education Local
Plan Areas, School pistricts, and Schools in California: A Descriptive
Evaluation Study.® The report, like the working papers, has been submitted
to ERIC for dissemination.

The working papers are listed below in the order in which they were
completed in final form.

Stockdale, Geoffrey, and Margaret Merrick Scheffelin. "Six Aspects of
Existing Student Study Team Processes in Participating Schools, Districts,
and SELPAs." Working Paper No. 1. July 1985.

Hickman, Andrew, Geoffrey Stockdale, and Margaret Merrick Scheffelin.
nNotebook for Data Collection and Submission: A Working Paper for Use by
Special Education Local Plan Area Representatives, Participating Districts,
and Schools in the Cooperative Evaluation Study of Existing Student Study
Team Processes." Working Paper No. 2. October 1985.

Moger, Roxanne. ®Existing Student Study Team Processes in Selected
Volunteer Special Education Local Plan Areas, School Distriets, and Schools
in California: A Descriptive Evaluation Study: Draft Preliminary Find-
ings." Working Paper No.3. April 1986.
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Hickman, Andrew, and Geoffrey Stockdale. np Summary of Responses to the
Survey of Student Study Team Participants." Working Faper No. 4, June 1986.

Smith, Kay Slavin. "Procedural Treatment of Individual Student Record Form
(Form 13) Data." Working Paper No. 5. June 1986.

To the project staff's knowledge, this study is the first in the
nation to yield information on the characteristics of students brought to
the attention of student study team processes. There were no tested data
collection instruments available for wuse or adaptation. Project staff,
members of the Advisory Committee, and local staff worked cooperatively to
develop, review, and complete the data collectiof forms; to review and ceri-
tique the preliminary findings; and to revigy thé draft of the final
report. The analysis of the data was done by project staff. Analyzing sur-
vey data was fairly straightforward; analyzing the intensive student data
was a task of another order of magnitude. Much credit is due to the project
staff, who successfully carried on the simultaneous tasks of data analysis
and flood control. It is ocommon to safeguard one's data from ordinary
mishaps such as misfiling or inadvertent discarding of subtotals. It 1is
rare to safeguard one's data from the ever-rising waters of a river
threatening to overflow the levee behind the building in which one is work-

ing.

In the spirit of shared scholarship the staff offers these working
papers as a record of their thought and work and as an assist to scholars
who may be examining similar topics in the future. In the spirit of giving
credit where credit is due, I wish to acknowledge the creative and assidu-
ous work of the members of the project stalif, all of whom were graduate
students at California State University, Sacramento, during their work in
the project. In the order in which they began their work, they are Geof-
frey Stockdale, Andrew Hickman, Kay Slavin Smith, and Roxanne Moger. Staff
members Stockdzle, Smith, and Moger are in the field of communication stu-
dies; Mr. Hickman's field is psychology.

As one of the first evaluation studies funded under the expanded
evaluation authorization of Public Law 98-199, the information may be used
at local, state, and federal levels. It must be noted that nothing in
these working papers, or in the final report, is to be construed as an
official policy or position of either the California State Department of
Education or the U.S. Department of Education. Finally, the responsibility
for omissions and inaccuracies must remain mine, as project director.

. _ Margaret Merrick Scheffelin, Ph.D.
~ Consultant, Program Evaluation & -Research Division

Sacramento, California.
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Author's Preface to Revised Draft Preliminary Findings

This working paper version of the Draft Preliminary Findings incorporates
feedback received at both the northern and southern California participant
workshops regarding the tabling and organization of school participant and
student record data. It also incorporates for reference purposes supplementary
m: terials specifically prepared for the workshops. Changes to tables include
renumbering from workshop draft sequencing to reflect the anticipated reorgan-
jzation of the final report into Student Study Team Universals and Variations,
and the addition of new data.

The school participant total nc. reflects 30 total schools unless other-
wise specified in the description of tables. The additional data comes from
schools whose information arrived too late to be analyzed and incorporated in
time for the workshops.

Student data tables have also been updated to include previously unincor-
porated student record data wherever feasible. This additional student data
primarily takes into account those students for whom enrollment at the end of
the study period could not be determined. Thus, the updated student tables
will show a total N of 194 (the older, unrevised tables will continue to show
an N of 179). The reader is advised to note the totals especially when exa-
nining percentage calculations.

Two new data tables herein have not appeared in any previous draft find-
ings - Tables 2a-3 and 6a-2. This working paper also includes: a description
of table construction (including descriptions of the new tables) adapted fronm
the technical appendix prepared for the southern California workshop; lists of
frequently appearing specific descriptors for student ®problem" characteris~
tics and modifications/ interventions; and tables of data sources for each
" evaluation question. The lists of specific descriptors and the tables of data
sources are based substantially on materials collected by Ms. Kay Smith. Per-
sons familiar and unfamiliar with the research project will find them useful
references. ..

The tabled data reflects the considerable efforts of not only myself but
the entire data analysis staff - Geoffrey Stockdale (project co-principal),
Andrew Hickman, and Kay Smith. Their exacting attention to precision in data
handling and analysis both conceptually and numerically coupled with a working
style full of humor and commitment to cooperation consistantly provided me a
rare glimpse of truly rewarding research. I am also indebted to Dr. Scheffelin
for providing editorial comments critical to preparing a public release of the
draft findings. Her ongoing vision that the student study team research prove
useful to the participants and ultimately benefit their students guided and
focused the preparation of these materials. With due respect extended tec all
my teammates, I claim any error in calculation or tramseription, typographical
mishaps, or limitatiqns in table construction description as my own.

Roxanne L. Moger
Research Assistant
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EXPANDED DESCRIPTION OF TABLE CONSTRUCTION

The tables which form the body of this working paper are composed of data
drawn from Forms 10 (survey of student study team participants) and 13 (indivi-
dual student record form) of the project data collection instruments.. This
discussion seeks to mitigate possiﬁle confusion over tabled data by 1) describ-
ing similarly constructed tables simultaneously, 2) expanding cell labels where
experience to date has demonstrated that the existing abbreviations are
misleading or inadequate, 3) by clarifying group totals (N's) where appropri-
ate, and 4) by assisting the reader in following student characteristic and
modification inte;actions across grade levels. The reader is encouraged to
examine the tables and text simultaneously for ease in interpreting tabled
data. No evaluative remarks will be offered here, only functional commentary
aimed at increasing the reader's organizational familiarity with the tabled
data. Please refer to the previous working papers and the final evaluation

report for analysis and/or conclusions supported by the tables.

* Copies of the survey and student record forms are included in
Hickman, Andrew, Geoffrey Stockdale and Margaret Merrick Scheffe-
1in. "Notebook for Data Collection & Submission: A Working Paper
for Use by Special Education Local Plan Area Representatives, Par-
ticipating Districts, and Schools in the Cooperative ' Evaluation
Study of Existing Student Study Team Processes.". Working Paper No.
2. Program Evaluation and Research Division, . California State
Department ‘of Education: Sacramento, CA. October 1985. Available
through ERIC. : ’ : :
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Tables Utilizing Form 10 Data:

Where Form 10 data has been tabled the sections of that instrument will be
referenced here. For these Fonm 10 tables the following “decision rule" was
applied before the data was tabled: S0% of all respondents at a school had to
select the item for it to be included in the school's total. At least ten
school staff members filled out surveys at each participating school. Except
where otherwise noted the total number of Schools submitting useable Form 10
data is 30. This total is composed of 16 Elementary schools (K-6), 6 Inter-

mediate schools (7-9), and 8 Secondary schools (9-12).

Tables 1, 1-1, -2 and -3 are all constructed such that "purpose" state-
ments appear on the left with the number of schools indicating that purpose as
a "purpose of our SST". Tabled data arose from Form 10, Sections 1.1, 1.2,

1.3, and 1.4, respectively.

Table 4a tables SST "members" which Wwere viewed as either regular or
intermittent members of the respondent's school SST. Where responses from a
school were evenly split between regular and intermittent membership, the
responses were split for that item before totaling (Data from Form 10, Section

2).

Tables i4b, 4c, 4d and le are all similarly organized. All present data
from Form 10. The same 50% "decision rule" applies to the data in these tables.
Table 4b presents data from Form 10, Section 4.1: "which resources were avail-
able®™ to apply to 'a student's problems. 4c tables SST group process data from
Section 5. Tables hd and Ye relate to the persons wWhose judgments could be used

to judge "success" of modifications or interventions (Form 10, Section 7a), and
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to types of records taken into account when judging ®success of modifications

or interventions" (Form 10, Section 7b).

Tables 4f and 5 are slighf variations from the above format. Here the
survey questions held more than one part and these parts, themselves, held more
than one subpart. Table Uf collapses data from Form 10, Sections 8a, b, and ¢
which addressed criteria to Jjudge wguccess®" of modifications/ interventions in
three broad areas - acadenmic achievement, behavioral changes, and
social/emotional changes. Similarly, Table 5 is organized to reflect the possi-
ble variations in the SST feedback procedures (i.e., reportage on "success" of
suggested modifications, who gives such reports, when, responses to ®"success"

reports by SST=, and acceptance of outside agency reports. Form 10, Section 6).

Tables 6b, 6b-1, 6b-2, and 6b-3 draw from Form 10, Sections 1.1-1.4. The
elements in these tables are rank ordered by their "rating". The rating scheme
relates to the individual respondent's judgment of the effectiveness with which
an SST achieves its goals. The "rating" was derived by assigning a numerical
value to each effectiveness judgment: 1 = poor, 2 = moderate, 3 = excellent.
The individual responses were totaled and multipled by the total number of
respondents for the appropriate response option and then totaled across all
three grade level response groups (total respondents = 180). The range of rat-
ing for a particular purpose statement would, therefore, be 0-540. All five
rating tables present data rank ordered by total number of schools. The rat-
ings tables have not been recalculated for this working paper, thus they are

based on the original 24 schools. -
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The factors supporting effective Student Study Teams were grouped in the
survey into four categories: leadership, responsibility, cooperation, and com-
munication. Table 6¢ 1ncorpora£és all the 6¢c subtables into one table allowing
the reranking of the various factors supporting effective student study teams
independent of their specific foci. Table 6c-1 ranks and presents leadership
factors supporting effective SSTs (Form 10, Section 9a). Table 6¢c-2 ranks and
bresents responsibility factors; 6¢-3, cooperation factors; and 6c-l, communi-
cation factors supporting effective SSTs (Form 10, Section 9b, ¢, and d,

respectively).

Tables Utilizing Form 13 Data:

The tables utilizing Form 13 data incorporate a numeric rating sy;tem cou-
pled with the modifications/interventions letters (a = Environment through i =
Behavior Shaping). These project-developed "codes" have been applied to the
student "problem" characteristics which made up individual pages in Part II of
Form 13 (i.e., A = Reading through O = Other Characteristics). A copy of the
Summary Listing of Student Characteristics, Modifications/Interventions and
Ratings has been included in this working paper fop the reader's reference;
however, wherever feasible the exact names of the respective characteristics or
modifications/interventions have been included in the present versions of the

tabled data.

The student groups addressed include those who flnlshed the study perzod

enrolled in regular education only, enrolled in regular educatlon PLUS categor-
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jcal or district programs, special education enrollees, and students immedi-

ately referred for special education assessment. When the tables present data
for "regular education™ students this data combines the regular education only
enrollees with those students who may be receiving services under categorical
and/or district programs. Any students who ended the study period with special
.education enrollment (whether that enrollment also included some regular educa-

tion enrollment or not) have been ﬁreated as "special education" students.

Originally those students for whom ending enrollment could not be deter-
mined (typically because the student moved from the school or district or
dropped out of school altogether) were excluded from incorporation in the
tabled data even though data analysis had beenlpertormed on their student
records. The exclusion was based on the judgment that these student records
were incomplete in some way (for example ﬁhen the student's study team lost the
student before modifications could either be applied or given sufficient time
to have effect) or because other aspects of the analysis included taking into
account ending enrollment and therefore complete records were preferable. In
keeping with the descriptive intent of the study, after the workshops previ-
ously excluded student records were reexamined and efforts were made to include

this information despite ending enrollment data limitations.

For updated student record tables a new 194 student total is marked (the
older, unrevised tables will continue to be labeled for 179 total students).
The appropriate sizes of the student groups involved will also be presented
with the discussions of the tableg-below.'Persons fgmiiiar.with previous ver-
sions of.the student #écord fiﬁdings will, howgveé, hoticgiféw changeé resplt-

ing from the incorporation of the additional data.

1R



Oy EBied GNEd SNl SRS calver Sulafosatiens applist o
SYnBEr® b of ShaiuEta, Shn susty aluull cutedi *hat & GINED Stutest
'y X X x Y x ¢ ¥r ., Y X L 1 S A 4
& G, TIED ¢ UMD FEMGED ShNESberasiie, Sewrel GifVerant apesifie
QEPRatiem oF ¢ 4B g . Nwuting NiRguES) Sould Gove G0N SMAGEPLNS
IR SRIOND Antie. b Suapliy U0 e Suserajtice asture of We FEREAN--.
o eunibie BOUNESEd @0 i) ai8 csutet. Tho Gble Guseriglicns Selsv
apell) QUi ¢ oW SN0 FEPIEBENS SWSEIL, ‘Prdiel® harsleritie, o
QNP Sl CoUlS;

¥ ¥, . xy . xx N A X
oty «f SholuEEs, PUFSNNtag Cutule 0w epmd %0 YIS are G to seualeft
o Sumsuie GBS 0085l GEFUENINgED Grise VR wneguad grete evel BB M
on e Gemd € WHE® QNN 4upiing o fealer 10 contiensd agalast
Soriy GEmMEImS (5D QSIS @rute evel Guf¥ereases.’

Qe (et ald GON Prllel® CNUlertsiies for 8li W Metents.




pared with the tabled data for students which the participants reported immedi-
stely referring for special eduoation assessment (Ns51), Table 2b.

Teble 2042 replaces former Tables 11.1-11.5. As in previous versions,
Teble a2 1is organised soross several dimensions. The rows order the data by
grede level (hore Primary (E-3) has been separated from upper Elementary (4-
¢).) Charecteristios have been organized into four group categories:

Crowp 1 = Individwal Academic Subjects (reading, math, spelling,

writing, spesking, & handwriting),
Orewp 2 = Oversll Academios (academic performance & academic behavior),

Grouwp 3 = Overall Bedavior (school behavior & social/emotional ad-
Justaeat), and

Orowp § = Osmeral Nealth/Organic Probleas (motor coordination, pre-
school development, perceptual dysfunction, general health).

(This awmbering is one of convenisnce and does not reflect in any way an opin-
1ea abowt the relative importance of one category over another but rather imi-
tates the origissl ordering of the charecteristios on Form 13 record forms.
Charssterigtio O (Other) was not inoluded in this table because this data
varied teo widely to allow placement of the characteristic within any one of

the group categories.)

In the tadble the four group categories are separated by double vertical
1ines. PFor esch group category suboolumns have been marked 1, 2+, and none.
Suwboolumn 1 holds the number of students at each grade level for which any one
of the ocaponeat charscteristios within that grouping was cited within that
student’s record (e.g., in Group 1, reading). Subcolumn 2+ holds the number of
studeats at esch grede level vwhose mo_rda show two or more of the component
ocharecteristiocs were indicated. For c;:men:lénoe_ a subtotal ‘.for subcolumns 1 and

2¢ bas been imcorporated into this version to facilitate comparison with the
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"none"™ subcolumn. "None" holds the number of student records for which the com-
ponent charactéristics for that group were not indicated. Individual students

may be represented in more than one group but are only counted once within a

given group.

For Groups 2 and 3 there are only two component characteristics. Groups 1
and 4 have six and four component characteristics, respectively. Totals across
the four grade levels for all 194 students for which the school participants
provided records are provided. Percentages by grade levels and totals are also
included although comparison across grade levels would be colored by the lim-
jted number of students representing each grade level and the uneven grade

level N's.

Although individual students may be represented in more than one group.
careful examination of Table 2a-2 reveals exactly the magnitude of one charac-
teristic group in relation to the other characteristic groups for the students
examined. For example, although almosﬁ 60% of the students presented "prob-
lems" in either individual academic subjects (Group 1) or overall academic per-
formance (Group 2), 42% of the students did not exhibit "problems® in any one‘
of the individual academic subjects. Sixty-eight percent of the students the
school participants reported on did not present any of the four health charac-
teristics (Group 4). On the other hand, for nearly one-third of the students
physical or organic "problem(s)" formed at least part of the constellation of
concerns their Student Study Teams had to take into account when recommend ing

modifications or interventions to enhance the studenp's ability to learn.
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New Table 2a-3 is organized in much the same way as 2a-2 except it is
specifically aimed at minimizing the "double counting" across characteristic
groups inherent in 2a-2's desiéﬁ. Individual student records are tallied to
only one table cell. By presenting each of the group category tallies and per-
centages both individuvally and in relation to each of the other categories,
variations and diversity within the total student records can be examined. For
convenience in labeling on this table the group numbers listed above have been

used as column labels to conserve Space.

Table 2a-3 adds to the understanding of student diversity begun with Table
2a-2. For instance, although uzz’ of the students did not exhibit "problems"
in any one of the specific academic subjects (Group 1), 29% of the students did
not exhibit any "academic problem® whatsoever (Individual Subjects and Overall

11
Academics, together ).

This table also helps adjust conceptions about trends: the impact of any
one category can be portioned out by viewing it alone or in combimation with
other groups. For example, although cverall behavior (Group 3) was cited in
over half the student records“, overall behavior was cited as the ORLY "prob-

lem" in 144 of the cases.

&
1on1y + 1l2 + 193 + 19” + 112’3 + 1’2"' + 193,” + all
28 + 9 + 5 + 5 + 20 + 11 + U4 + 30 = 82/19% or 42%

* lonly + 2only + 1,2
28 4+ 20 + 9 = 5T/194 or 29%

From Table 2a-2, 108 or'56% of the student records -indicated either one
or both behavior component characteristics as "problems" for those -students.

J6
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Along the same lines, Table 2a-3 shows that the highest percentage of
behavior "problems® (Group 3) occurs when this group appears with ALL other
groups (30 students or 15%), foilowed by when it occurs entirely alone (28 stu-
dents or 14%). Twenty~two percent' of the students have behavior characteris-
tics associated with individual academic subjects or overall academics but only
3¢ of all the students' records showed any of the individual academic subjects
linked exclusively with the behavior characteristics (Group 1 and Group 3,

paired).

Table 6a-1 presents Form 13 data on the modifications/ interventions
applied to the student "problem" characteristics. Counts show the total number
of students for whom particular modifications/ interveations were indicated in
the student records. As explained above, there may be more than one incidence
of a modification type to count within a student case. This version qf the
ranked incidence of modifications/ interventions counts the modifications/
interventions only once within a student record and the totals given, there-
fore, represent the actual number of students whose records indicated the use
of a particular modification/ intervention. Previously all citations of a
modification/ intervention (of which several could occur within a student

record on each of several different characteristics) were counted. This change

]
1,3 + 2,3 + 1,2,3
5 + 17T+ 20 = u2/19h or 22%

or, if Health (Group 4) is added in

1,3 + 2,3 + 1,2,3 + 1,3,4 + 2,3,4 + all
5 + 17+ 20 + 4 + 3 +30 =78/19%or 4o%

17
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is another attempt to minimize “double counting®. Earlier versions also
excluded Outside Resource Intervention and Parent Contact as externmal to the

classroom environment. They are.included in the ranking here.

Table 6a-2 focuses on the student "problem" characteristics nsuccessfully"
modified or intervenmed in. This table reflects counts of the total number of
modifications or interventions rated as resulting in positive change or "suc-
cess" (ratings of 2.2 or higher) for that "problem" characteristic. For this
table all modifications/ interventions which were within the rating range were
counted even if there was more than one per characteristic. Additional informa-
tion is given as to totals for other active modification ratings. This table
shows the magnitude and diversity of total effort applied to the students'
®problen® c;aracteristics.

Table 6a-2 replaces a rather lengthy two-step rank-ordered listing which
responded to original evaluation question 14. Part of what has been dropped is
the ranking of particular modifications/ interventions successfully applied to
particular "problem" characteristics. Feedback from the workshops indicated the
two-step rankordering was very difficult to understand. The workshop partici-~
pants also indicated that the overwhelming dominance of Outside Resource Inter~
vention as the most nguccessful" intervention was of limited utility without
specifying which resource professionals were useful for which student "problem"
characteristics. (Outside Resource Intervention was ranked as the most often
nsuccessful® intervention for two-thirds of the "problenm" characteristics whicn
vere "successfully" intervened in.) The reader is referred to the project final
report for further discussion of findings relevant to “successful“ intervention

" -in student "problem" characteristics.



Iﬁ)at;a Sources Used in Responding to Selected Evaluation Que:st;ions:ﬂ||

i 1
! Question # Evaluation Question Data Source(s) :
I i
| EQ 1 What is thé purpose Form 10: Items 1.1-1.4 |
! of Student Study |
! Teams? 'L
! '
i EQ 2 What are the neces- Form 10: Items 2a-2¢ i
" sary elements of a :
L Student Study Team? 4:
] ]
| EQ 3 What are the Form 10: Items 2a-2¢c |
! optional elements of i
i a Student Study Team i
] ]
; EQ 4 What is the process "Project Report No. 6: i
] of a Student Study Preliminary Descrip- |
' Team at a school tions of Six Aspects !
! site? of Existing Student !
! Study Team Processes ]
' at Participating !
! Sehools, Districes, !
| and SELPAs.® |
i__ Forms 10, 11 & 13. 1‘
{ H
1EQ5 Does the process Form 10: Items 1.1-1.% {
! accomplish the pur- {
! poses of Student 1
! Study Teams? N
{ i
1 EQ 6 What resources were Form 10: Item 4.1 !
H available for the H
| suggestions/ modifi- {
! cations/ interven- !
! tions for a student? H
g |
{EQT What processes do Form 10: Item 5 !
{ Student Study Teams i
| use for matching the |
! modifications of the i
! regular class pro- H
H gram to student dys- . !
H functions and abili- !
+ ties? A
| ' 1




]
==

Lgpestion # Evaluation Question Data Source(s)
[ ]

EQ 8 What procedures or Form 10: Items 6a-6e
criteria do teams
use to measure,
Judge, or determine
whether a modifica-
tion of the regular
classroom program is
®successful® for a
particular student?

EQ 9 What are the vari- Form 10: Items 9a, 1-8;
ables which lead to g9b, 1-4; 9c, 1-U; 9d,
effective Student 1-4
Study Teams at ele-
mentary, intermedi-
ate and secondary
schools? Are there
similarities and/or
differences across
school levels?

- men GEan Gmem S Emen Gmen Sen GRm SEen Gmen ST Ghen GEGD SO Shen men e Gmem Emem @

1

EQ 10 ¥hat are the charac- Form 13: Part II
teristics of stu-
dents referred to
SSTs and how many
times do these
characteristics
occur?

T

EQ 11 Are there patterns Form 13: Parts I, II, V
of characteristics
such as at grade
levels or subject
areas? Are there
patterns for those
students immediately
referred for special
education assess-~
ment?

t
1
EQ 12 Which modifications Form 13: Part II !
were used with stu- !

" dents? ' |

[}

J

e S an Sne SRR Gen RER MG Smes GRER GREn R ER EER Snm GRen GReR mem
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Data Sources Used in Responding to Selected Evaluation Questions. i

=TT T T T T T T N T T F Y C E T E s T R R P v

Question # Evaluation Question Data Source(s)

EQ 13 How do SSTs deter- Form 10: Items Ta,
mine whethér a stu- 1-6; 7b 1-11; 8a 1-
dent is "successful® 3; 8b, 1-4; 8¢, 1-5

after suggested
modifications have
been made?

aan GRER aen Aen @@ e @al Bed @od e

EQ 14 Which student Form 13: Part II
characteristics are
- associated with the
success of particu-
lar modifications?

RIURI |

21
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Summary Listing of Student "Problem® Characteristics, Modifications/
Interventions and Modification/Intervention Ratings.

CHARACTERISTICS MODIFICATIONS/INTERVENTIONS
(A) Reading (a) Environment
(B) Math (b) Materials
(C) Spelling (ec) Assignments
{D) Writing ) (d) Teaching Techniques
(E) Speaking (e) Learning Channels
(F) Handwriting (£) Miscellaneous
(g) Parent Contact
(G) General Academic Perforuance (h) Outside Resource Intervention
(H) Academic Behavior (1) Behavior Shaping

(I) Social/ Emotional Adjustment
(J) School Behavior

(K) Motor Coordination

(L) Preschool Development
(M) Perceptual Dysfunection
(N) General Health

(0) Other Characteristics

MODIFICATION/INTERVENTION RATINGS:

0 = Modification Not Pursued/ Rej.cted By Parent
Referral Process:
Status Unknown
Awaiting Assessment

Modifications Beirg Developed
Referral Complete; No Active Modification Warranted

Active Modification:

2.0 = Unable to Judge "Success" (Too soon to tell/ No comments offered/
fsuccess" not applicable)

2.1 = Modification Terminated - Unsuccessful

2.2 = Modification Proceeding - No Change Indicated; Not Apparently Working

2.3 = " - ~ Marginal or Limited Success

2.4 = " - % =Moderate to Good Results

2.5 = " " -~ Extremely Successful

2.6 =

Modification Terminated -~ Problem Resolved/ Modification Successful

o22
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L]
FREQUENTLY APPEARING SPECIFIC DESCRIPTORS OF STUDENT
®PROBLEM" CHARACTERISTICS

(A) Reading Decoding; word attack skills/ phonetics;
comprehension.

(B) Math Number reversals;-cuncepts; basic computation.

(C) Spelling Skill well below reading achievement; cannot spell
from list or dictation; omits or adds letters.

(D) viritten Language Writing sentences; grammar; poor written
expression.

(E) Spoken Language Poorly retained auditory input; poor listening

skills, poor understanding of commands or
directions; unable to express thoughts and feelings.

(F) Handwriting ) Reverses letters; difficulty copying from page and
blackboard.
(G) General Academic Forgets previously learned material; few
Performance academic strengths; slow learner; knowledge gaps

(surprises as to what is known/not known).

(H) Academic Behavior Wastes class time; does not/cannot follow directions;
has difficulty understanding directions, questions,
or comments; doesn't bring materials to class.

(I) Social/Emotional Withdrawn; often angry; inadequate self-concept;
Ad justment poor frustration tolerance; doesn't relate well
to peers; hyperactive.

(J) School Behavior Doesn't "own" actions/blames others; completes
little work; is passive resister; poor attitude
to adult authority.

(K) Motor Coordination Poor hand-eye coordination, fine motor coordination.

* Specific descriptors have been-taken directly from the student
reecord forms; the expressions listed are the expressions of the study
participants and do not reflect any imposition of terminology by the
project staff.

-17- 23




(L) Preschool Development Primarily relates to developmental delays.

(M) Perceptual Dysfunction Reversals; visual decoding;
: mexory problems: visual input/ oral input;
retrieval/output: oral, written.

(N) General Health Low vitality; visual problems; auditory problems.
(0) Other Changes/problems in home environment; concerns
about student reentry after illness or social

problems; poor attitude towards school, bored
with/hates school.

-18-24




L
FREQUENTLY APPEARING SPECIFIC DESCRIPTORS OF MODIFICATIONS
AND INTERVENTIONS

a. Environment Use small groups; increase one-to-one instruction; use
peer or adult tutors; change schedule, class, or grade
assignment.

b. Materials Use specific diagnostic or learning materiais; remedial

math or reading programs; Chapter I/ School Improvement
Program (SIP) and Miller-Unruh services.

¢. Assignments Simplify or shorten; specialized assignments;
alternative assignment structures; individualized
contracts.

d. Teaching Techniques Classroom contracts; use behavior modification
techniques; repeat directions/instructions same way,
more slowly, differently; reinforce correct responses
promptly; use praise for learning achievements.

e. Learning Channels Teach to sensory strength; use kinesthetic/tactile
approach; neurological 1mpress system; drill to

overlearn.
f£. Miscellaneous Keep work samples; collect information on student.
g. Parent Contact Parent/Teacher, /Prinoipal, /Counselor conferences;

daily, weekly, biweekly phone calls or notes or reports;
home/school contracts, esp. for behavior.

h. Outside Resource Psychologist for testing; classroom observation by
Intervention principal, psychologist, learning specialist, nurse;
screening by above/ use of in-class diagnostic
materials; referrals to learning, vocational, behavior
specialists or programs.

i. Behavior Shaping Systematic monitoring; use of peer tutor, cross-
age or teacher aides; individual contracts for
behavior; reinforcement of desired social and/or
academic behaviors; share information about student
with staff, administrators and parents.

. Specific deqcriptors have been taken directly from the student
record forms; the expressions listed are the expressions of the study -
participants and do not reflect any imposition of terminology by the
pro ject staff.
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{ Table 1. PURPOSES OF STUDENT STUDY TEAMS (Rank Ordered )

|

|

i # SCHOOLS |
| PURPOSE : INDICATING !
I e (N=30) |
i {
'Coordinate delivery of services & interventions 29 j
,Serve regular ed students with learning problems 29
1 I "Refer student to other programs if necessary 29
,Ensure correct academic placement 28
{ Provide team approach to work on student's problem 28 1
| Act as a resource in developing. interventions 28 1
| Make recommendations for modifications/interventions 28 |
[ Develop interventions to enable student to function in |
regular ed program 27 !

{ Provide quick approach to maximize each student's {
! education 27 AAJ
{ Plan regular ed strategies BEFORE deciding on special i
! ed referral 27 ~_j
Provide assistance to classroom teachers 6 !
.Provine specialists to assist with student's problem 26 4
! Review difficult cases 26 \
{ Discuss stadent problem RATHBR THAN eligibility for i
|___special ed. 26 N
| Serve regular ed students with emotional) problems 25 ]
| Coordinate delivery of services to students 25 !
[ Develop oreative ways of dealing with students 25 H
[ Provide immediate support for classroom teachers 25 !
;Serve regular ed students with behavioral problems 23 !
Monitor progress of modifications/interventions 23
|Encourage staff and parent participation in student strategy 23
|Provide psychologist good history to assist assessment i
i tool selection 23 1
{ Provide regular ed teachers chance to brainstorm on student 22 !
| Make remediation a total school (vs. special ed) enterprise 20 !
{ Eliminate unnecessary assessment 18 A
[ Provide secondary resource specialist program referral 16 j

v

# gt least half of the participant schools had to indicate an item
a'"purpose® for it to be tabled as a purpose of SSTs.

This table combines tables 1-1, -2, and -3.
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: Teble 1-2, PURPOSES OF 8STs AT 30 SCHOOL§; TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOCUS 1‘
{ (Rank Ordered) |
o N0 SCHO0LS
] s o
| —

Refer studeat to other progrems if necessary 29 ;
} Provide team approsch to work on student's problem s |

Aot a8 a rescurce in developing interventions 28 §
| Wake recommesdations for interventions 28 ;
= Provide assistance to classroom teachers % |
:’rovtln specialists to assist with student's problem 26 ;
: Roview ¢iffioult cases 2 |
‘mu delivery of services to students 25 f
: Develop orestive ways of dealing with studeats 25 §
gm iamediate support for classroom teachers 5 §
gmm pregress of interventions 23 f
:W staff and parent participation in student strategy 23 5
| Provide regular eod teachers chance to brainstors on student 22 3

°
At least balf of the participant sochools had to indicate an item
for it to have been tadbled as a SST foocus.

28
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i

(Rank Ordered®)

Table 1-3. PURPOSES OF SSTs AT 30 SCHOOLS, SPECIAL EDUCATION FOCUS

1

! !
! i
! !
{ . NO. SCHOOLS |
| PURPOSE INDICATING |
. - (N=30) @
1 [
!

:Plan regular ed strategies BEFORE deciding on special i
| ed referral 27 !
: Discuss student problem RATHER THAN special ed eligibility 26 g
:Provide psychologist good history to assist assessment tool :
| selection 23 |
1

:Hake remediation a total school (vs. special ed) enterprise 20 :
[]

t

:Eliminate unnecessary assessment 18 .
]

1

:Provide secondary resource specialist program referrals 16 ;
= E
{Help coordinate categorical programs 10 i

Hold down special education team paperwori 9

. .
At least half of the participant schools had to indicate an item
for it to be tabled. Items not meeting this "50% decision rule"

are included here for interest only.

29

~23-



Table 2a-1. RANK-ORDERED STUDENT "PROBLEM" CHARACTERISTICS

i

|

!

i NO. STUDENTS :
!

| CHARACTERISTICS ; PRESENTING CHAR.

! ' (N = 194)

t H
lGeneral Academic Performance 91 !
! e.g. test results, performance in comparison !
} to grade, forgets prev. learned material }
| Social/Emotional Adjustment | 83 |
' e.g. withdrawn, poor frustration tolerance, '
: doesn't relate well to peers :
IAcademic Behaviour - 81 !
! e.g. wastes class time, gives up easily, doesn't '
: bring materials to class :
: Reading 75 :
| School Behaviour T4 '
| 7 e.g. easily distracted, poor attitude toward !
; adult authority, excessive tardies/absenses :
f Math uy !
| Speaking . uy !
'iPereeptual Dysfunection 43 |
| Spelling 38 !
| Writing 36 !
| Handwriting 32 !
| General Health ' 29 '
| Motor -Coordination ) 27 !
| Other Characteristics 22 !
t Preschool Development 2 j

&
Individual students may be represented in more than one characteristic
total.

30
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Table 2a-2. TOTAL STUDENTS BY CHARACTERISTIC GROUPING
(Number of Chatacteristics Indicated per Grouping by Grade Level)

NO. SPECIFIC CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN A CHARACTERISTIC GROUP INDICATED

| I
| Individual Subjects |=

(reading, math)

Overall Academics

|| (acadenic performance, "

ll Overall Behavior
(school behavior,

il

il Ceneral Hea
|| Organic Prol
{| (motor coordi:
il
I

|
= || academic behavior) || soc/emot ad justment) general het
NO. STUDENTS | (A-F) 1 (G-H) ] ﬂI-J) (K=N)
By Grape LEVELY 1 1 2¢ T nome i 1 ] "2e [ none Il 1 1 2¢ 4 none ll 2
T l T L)
|  Primary I 53 ' Il 43 ! I 42 | 29
Lo s \ (701) | I (s73) | L (558) ! , I MELS
. (n=76) {2 \ 23 22 21 | 33 ' 9
| Il 25y | cizn | czom il (2933 | (289 | azg) I (25%) | (308) ! (iss) I (o9 | (1280
| Elementary ! 12 | I 18 ' Il 15 | ll 11
} L ciep I (zm) | I (sos) | Il (uug)
| (a=25) || | | “ o] 9 | 1 hr 6 | g | 10 1773 T
b m (85)_|_cuog) i (529) | Il (ses) | (36s) i (283) Il (2u3) | (363) j_(u0%) ﬁ:(1sz)_1_;3qggl
L. I i : I
‘Thtermediate |l 21 | 25 | 30 6
1 Il (us9) e - I o3y
| (n=147) 9 12 26 2 17 5 1
- - (195) | (263) | (55%) q Gon | () | oige) q cusg) | (198 | (368) ! il o
i l | |
| Second Il 26 I 27 . 21 i 17
T T N IL__(so8)_ 44J I (u68) 44} I (31%)
U NN e | o 1l | o | i I caon | cann
L I (269 | (309) | (39) 1} (308) | (26%) i ) 1 c288) | 129) | 2l I
| I [ | I A B
TOTALS 112 113 10 3
| sy L s |l e Aj (2
| (N=tgu) I un 68 | 82 59 81 —1 86 38 25
L | c239) | (35%) | (u2s) | (385 1 (308) | (u21) (30;) | co5m) | cuus |l c0m) | (a3

* Individuai students may be represented in more than one group.
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Teble 2a~3. TOTAL STUDENTS BY GROUPED CHARACTERISTICS (Apportioned)

——

\ . { it
UDENTS “ ONE GROUP ONLY INDICATED =| TWO GROUPS INDICATED f  THRES GROUPS INDICATED :l ALL GROUPS “ CHAR. "0° :“ GRADE LEVE!
DE LEVEL {}——rt 4 4 —it } 4 4 4 1L 4 4 { INDICATED } ONLY |if TOTALS
) g 01 1 C2 1 63 1 ov 113,21 %31 1.8 1| 2.3 t 2.8 1 L884,2.31 1,200 1.3.81 2,301 i 111 —
it { { { 1] { | 1 i 1 | { i i
y g 11t 3 1 10 s tSs 13 12 1 3121 0 E "M | 6 1 2 | o 1t 12 i 1 [11] 16
L CINg) § Cag) | (135) ) (5%) 41 (75) ) (8g) | (38) ) (ag) g (3%) 1 (iag)  (83) | (38) 1 B QO78) 4 C1g) g (100%)
\ i { { { ] 1 { | 1 { { { i i 1]
tery # 2 | » t 3 1t o 1o {t o I v 1 S 1 0 = 0o | 2 1 1 o i 6 i 0 ] 2
: |l|l (83) gm)! (128) | “ : : “”: (20%) (u): ) : (88) | (ag) |l il gzm+ ||| {1008)
! in
odiste W 7 s 1 10 | 1 12 121°@%o 1 6 1 1 18 1 o t o 1 1.1 2 it 1 1 87
; :: (15%) : (niL: (218) : (28) :: (ag) = (L13) : : (133)1! (23) | 25)8 (173) : : : (28) U 8g) Nl 28) It 10
ary # s | 8 1t s 1 ol 2 1o 1 2 1 1 o | f ¢t 3 bt 9 1 1 M 9 it 2. [11] %6
» :: (173) mn: mn‘ ] (m} = (m‘ (m: = (25) (m} (15 | (25 = (22) “ ¢20%) “ (a3) :“ (1008)
— T T 1] { T { T ) { ) 0 T
. 28 1 20 1 28 t 5 1 9 15 1 5 ¢+ 17 1 & | 2 f 20 | 19 s 12 U 30 i 8 198
) il cdagy | cro) | ¢apy | G licssat an | s | (o5) | ¢25) | (ool qrosy | ¢esy | ¢25) | ) fI (158 1
1 (C1) - I;dtvtdﬁai Aeldonto Subjects: rosding, math, spelling Croup 3 (G3) - Overall Behavior: social/enotional sdjustaent,
. writing, speaking, handwriting . school behevior
2 (G2) - Overall Acedeaics: general acedeaio performances, Group & (CX) - Cenersl Heelth/Organic Prodless: motor coordination,
scadeaic behavior preschool development, perceptusl dysfunotion, gener:

bealth
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I Table 2b. RANKED CHARACTERISTICS &F IMMEDIATE REFERRALS FOR i
! SPECIAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENT l
%

‘ ‘ NO. STUDENTS
| CHARACTERISTICS : PRESENTING CHAR. !
! (N=51) i
i |
| General Aczdemic Performance 37 !
| e.g. test results, performance in comparison |
: to grade, forgets prev. learned material :
| Academic Behavior ] 27 {
{ e.g. wastes class time, gives up easily, doesn't !
: bring materials to class :
: Math 21 :
: Social/Emotional Adjustment 21 '
l e.g. withdrawn, poor frustration tolerance, !
l doesn't relate well to peers :
; School Behavior 20 !
| e.g. easily distracted, poor attitude toward i
' adult authority, excessive tardies/absenses |
| Reading 19 )
| Wpiting 17. |
Speaking 16 l
| Motor Coordination 14 !
! Perceptual Dysfunction 13 !
| other Characteristics 11 !
| Spelling 10 !
! General Health T !
i Handwriting 4 H
{ Preschocl Development 0 ;i

&
Individual students may be represented in more than one
characteristic total.




Table X¥a. SST PARTICIPANTS (Regular and Intermiftent Members)
REPORTED BY 30 SCHOOLS (Rank-Ordered )

- o e may
—men asen vy

}
v - ! NO. SCHOOLS !
: PARTICIPANTS H INDICATING !
! { (N=30) | regular | intermittent
| Resource Teacher®s { 30 | 29 | 1 i
Egggular Classroom Teacher | - 28 I 22 ! 6 '
i_Psychologist T 29 , 3.5 , 6.5 1
{ Principal -1 20 4 19 H 1 1
{ Resource Specialist#® I~ 26  22.5" 1 3.5 {
{ Speech Teacher 24 | 12 ] 12 i
{ Teacher-member _of SST 7 22 1 19.5" 1 25 1
! parents . { 20 1 9.5% 1 10.5 H
: Speech Specialist 20 ' o9 ! 1 \
{ Nurse 18 , 7 : 1 {
{ Other Interested Teachers | 20 ¢ 3 4 17 |
Special Day Class Teacher | 17 | 1 1 10 i
Student's Previous Teacher ; 18 | 5" 1 17.5 i
Counselor » s 16 1 1 ! 5 i
:Student'a Receiving Teacher | 16 : 2 : 14 ;
| 3
| Student T 111 5 1 3 1
B | |4 |

# At least half of the participant schools had to indicate an
item for it to be tabled. Items not meeting this n50% decision
rule® are included for interest only.

## The student record forms suggested possible confusion as to the
difference between these two professional categories. It is
impossible to determine if there is any such confusion inherent
in the tabled responses above.

“~ In some instances responses from a school were evenly split
between regular membership and intermittant membership in the
SST. These cases are noted by splitting the responses.

w
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{Table §b. RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO SSTs AT 30 SCHOOLS 1
: (Rank Ordered®) :
" 1
! : No. sciooLs |
! RESOURCES AVAILABLE INDICATING |
! (§=30) |
! |
i 1
: SST process materials (e.g. forms) 29 :
iTeacher time . 26 ;
: Assessment/data collection materials 26 :
: Teaching aids & materials 24 :
| others participants' time 24 JI

; Table 4c. SST GROUP PROCESSES USED TO RECOMMEND INTERVENTION ]
! TECHNIQUES AT 30 SCHOOLS (Rank Ordereds) :
= WO. SCHOOLS |
: PROCESS USED INDICATING |
: (N=30) |
] |
H . . 1
'

:Individual discussion/ Group decision 30 !
1 1
EIndividual discussion/ Referring teacher reaction 26 :
$ ) .

ELeader directs discussion 26 !
1 ]
iParent participation in discussion 21 i

# At least half of the participant schools had to indicate
an item for it to be tabled.

37
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TTable 4d. INFORMATION SOURCES USED TO JUDGE STUDENT SUCCESS |
| AFTER MODIFICATIONS/INTERVENTIONS IN 30 SCHOOLS {
: (Rank Ordered®) ;
J NO. SCHOOLS 1
: INFORMATION SOURCE INDICATING §
N=30)

; Student's teachers 30 :
: Other involved professionals 27 ;
: SST members 27 !

t
: Student's parents ) 26 ;
| Other teachers 20 i

Table He. RECORDS USED TO JUDGE STUDENT SUCCESS AFTER !
- MODIFICATIONS/INTERVENTIONS AT 30 SCHOOLS |
(Rank Ordered¥) lI

|

|

!

|

{ NO. SCHOOLS {

| RECORD TYPE INDICATING |

i - (N=30)

H .

: Completeness of work 30 :

: Classroom test scores 28 :

: Number of absenses/truancies 28 :

: Incidence of "acting out® 27 :

: Achievement test scores 26 :

| Ex Experts' observations (e.g. school nurse, {

: psychologist) 25 !
. ]

: Rumber of tardies 22 ':

]
: Number of fights | ': 20 :
i Tests of emotional/developmental stability 15 Jl

& At least half the participant schools had to.indicate
an item for it to be tabled.” '
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{ Table 4f. CRITERIA USED TO JUDGE STUDENT SUCCESS AFTER 1'

! MODIFICATIONS/INTERVENTIONS AT 30 SCHOOLS

: (Rank Ordered® by Section) :
£ . NO. SCHOOLS |
{ CRITERIA INDICATING |
! (N=30)
—

Changes in Academic Achievement.

Improvement over previous performance 30
Closer achievement/ability match 26
Decline from previous performance 17

Changes in Behavior:

Reduction in unwanted behavior 30
Appearance of new, desired behavior 28
Elimination of unwanted behavior 27
Persistance of unwanted behavior 20

W .

Changes in Social/Emotional Adjustment:

Improved emotional stability 28
Reduced emotional display 28
Increased emotional maturity - 27
Decreased visible anxiety 26
Increased frustration threshold 22

IR RSN PN

# At least half of the participant schools had to indicate an
item for it to be tabled.
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|

Table 5. TYPES OF FEEDBACK PROCEDURES RELATING TO JUDGMENT OF
SST-RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS/INTERVENTIONS AT 30 SCHOOLS

: NO. SCHOOLS {
FEEDBACK PROCEDURE | INDICATING

(N=30) 1
Feedback given at:
Predetermined review date 16
Any regularly scheduled meeting 1"

Emergency meetings _ 5

Feedback given to the SST by:
Persons responsible for modifications 29
Other observers to modifications 3

. Chan Gmeu Chmk GREL GRAR Snes Gmes Snes EMD G4 ENOR ENED Cnam SREp Smen ENED MDD @

1

SST discusses feedback on modifications and:

Evaluates success of modifications 20
Develops consensus on judgment of success 9
Accepts 1nterprebations by influential team members 1

' No teedback given and lack is:
Taken as "no news is good news" 10
Is a problem for the SST 4

Outside agency reports may lead to SSI's Jjudgement
of success of modifications/interventions 9
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} Table Ga-3\ "PRONLEN® CHARACTERISTICS SUCCESSFULLY' MODIFIED OR
' INTRRVENED IN FOR 194 STUDENTS

| NO. SUCCESSFUL|
| CRARACTERISTICS MODIFICATIONS/ {
+ INTERVENTIONS l
| s0hool Bebeviour ) | 60
| ©8 easily distrected, poor attitude toward
| adult authority, excessive tardies/absenses
= So0ia)/Baotional AMjustaent 51
e.g. Withdrewm, poor frustretion tolerence,
_ doesn't relate well to peers
Oeneral Academio Performance 46
e.g. test results, performance in comparison
to grede, forgets prev. learned material

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

{

!

}

43 i
e.g. vastes class time, gives wp easily, doesn't =
|
|
|
|
!
|
|
!
|
|
!

bring materials to class
Spesking 29
Math 26
Peroeptual Dysfunction 26
Spelling 26
Banduriting 16
Metor Coordinmation 13
Writing 13
Generel Health 9
Otber Charecteristiocs 7
| 405 ‘
| ToTAL (vog) |

.mu = ratings of 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, or 2.6.
Other relevant totals:

Rating 2.0 (“unable to tell®)
2.1 ("terminated - not

383 (38%) }
21 (2%) 1 = 599‘(601)

suocessful®) =
2.2 ("proceeding -~ no ]
change®) = 195 (19%) 1]
= 405 (40%)

PLUS "suoccessful® mods/interv

1004 Active Modifications

42

~34-



{ I
! Table 6b. RATED EFFECTIVENESS AT MEETING VARIOUS PURPOSES |
: AT 24 SCHOOLS (Rank Ordered) :
L m !
g PURPOSE 1| RATING |
1
! Student referral to other programs if necessary u 458 i
"Make recommendations for interventions TN
{ Provide team approach to student's problem TN
1 Coordinate delivery of services and interventions 1" 429
{ Develop interventions ) 425 ¢
| Serve regular ed. students with learning problems Wonot |
| Maximize each student's education : EHETE
{ Ensure correct academio.placement y 397 !
UProvide specialists to assist with student's problem i 392 !
| Coordinate delivery of services ) Il 384 ¢
| Plan strategies & test. BEFORE special ed. referral il 368
{ Review diffioult ‘cases 365 1§
Act as resource in developing : interventions i 3614 !
!

| Disouss problerms. RATHER THAN speoial ed. eligibility Ajl 357
Develop oreative ways of dealing with student's problem  , 351.5 |

{ Provide good student background to psychologist ;; 349 i
{ Encourage e staff & paren gart:l.o:l.Lt:l.on in student strat 347 !
‘ Monitor progress of interventions . ' u 332,
3 Provide- immediate support Mem for classroonm teachers it 326 ;

L | Provide regular ed. teachers opportunity to "brainstorm" I} 320 | 320

{ Serve regular ed. students with th emotional problems il 315 i
| Provide Je assistance to olassroom teachers it 312 |
| Make remediation a total school enterprise W 305 |
[Serve regular ed. students with behavioral problems W 299 i
[ Eliminate unnecessary assessment y 291 |
I Referral to secondary resource specialists . T
"Hold down special ed. team paperwork o184
' Help coordinate categorical programs i 150 i

1

*
This table combines tables 6b-1, -2, and -3.




{ {
| Table 6b~1. RATED EFFECTIVENESS AT MEETING STUDENT FOCUS PURPOSES |
: AT 24 SCHOOLS (Rank Ordered) i
# ‘: - l
| PURPOSE !! RATING |
! Coordinate delivery of services and interventions ¢ 429 !
 Develop interventions i 425 H
"Serve regular ed students with learning problems || 407 H
; Maximize each student's education i 401 IH
{ Ensure correct academic placement M 397 |
{ Serve regular ed students with emotional problems | ll 315 1|
| Serve regular ed students with behavioral problems | " 299 }
l

r

Table 6b-2. RATED EFFECTIVENESS AT MEETING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

PURPOSES AT 24 SCHOOLS (Rank Ordered)

|
!
|
i
f
|

" PURPOSE _ " RATING 'i
 Student referral to other programs if necessary :{ 458 .4!
fﬁike recommendations for interventions i 449 |
, Provide team approach to student's problem - {§ us
,Provide specialists to assist with student's problem | 392
1 Coordinate delivery of services it 384 ¢
{ Review difficult cases it 365 |
| Act as resource in developing interventions HEETTR
[Develop creative ways of dealing with student's problem  , 351.5 !
[ Encourage staff & parent participation in student strategyii 31 0
 Monitor progress of interventions 1 332
' Provide immediate support system for classroom teachers  }1.326
;Provide regular ed teachers opportunity to "brainstorn® i 320
| Provide assistance to classroom teachers j} 312 i
i {




Table 6b-3. RATED EFFECTIVENESS AT MEETING SPECIAL EDUCATION !

i
: PURPOSES AT 24 SCHOOLS (Rank Ordered) !
1
H -1
! PURPOSE ' RATINGE
[ ] ]
I 1
| Plan strategies & test BEFORE special ed referral 368 |
 Discuss problems RATHER THAN special ed eligibility 357 |
; Provide good student background to psychologist 349
1 Make remediation a total school enterprise 305 |
{ Eliminate unnecessary assessment 291 |
{ Referral to secondary resource specialists 244 |
{ Hold down spec ed team paperwork . 184 |
{ Help coordinate categorical programs 150 Jl

R [ R I 3 e e LG
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Table 6c. VARIOUS FACTORS™ SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE SSTs
(Rank Ordered®)

- e e s
“-‘““-h

'r NO. SCHOOLS‘
l FACTORS INDICATING |
| (8=30) —
=Individuals'accept responsibility for tasks to be :
. completed outside SST meetings 28 '
| Written reminders to SST members of upcoming meetings ' 28 h
{ Records of SST decisions and task assignments 28 1
{ Regular ed and special ed staff communicate informally i !
| __outside SST meetings on student's problem 27 1
{ A1)l staff involved with student®s modifications attend H
| SST meetings ' 26
| Team *shares® in successes of modifications/interventions 26
[ Regular ed teachers accept responsibility for referring
{ students to SST 26 ]
I'Individuals complete tasks by outside SST meetings !
| by expected dates 25 |
F'site administrator attendance at SST meetings 22 ¢
| Chairperson for SST meetings 2
| Site administrator expectation for regular ed staff H
{ partieipation 20
{ Expressed support of SST by site administrator 19 ]
{ A facilitator at SST meetings to keep meetings {
{ "on track" . 18 |
{ Reminders with student names & current status for upcoming |
| SST meetings , 18 |
i Expert discussion in SST 17 {
| Review dates specified at time of initial modifications/ i
interventions 16 :
i i
|Student's parents are invited to become active SST members 14 |

“ This table combines tables 6¢c-1, -2, -3, and -4.
* At least half of the participant schools had to indicate an item a

"purpose" for it to be tabled ‘as a purpose of. SSTs. Items not meeting
this "50% decision rule" are included for interest only.
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Table 6¢-1. LEADERSHIP FACTORS SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE SSTs
(Rank Ordered#®)

—

[ ]

!

{

!

f i ~ NO. SCHOOLS |
! LEADERSHIP FACTORS INDICATING |
! (=30) |
i ‘
: Site administrator attendance at SST meetings 22 :
:Chairperson for SST meetings 22 :
{ Site administrator expectation for regular ed staff !
! participation 20 :
[ ]

: Expressed support of SST by site administrator 19 :
| A facilitator at SST meetings to keep meetings !
: “on track" 18 :
| Expert discussion in SST 17 |

{ H
{ Table 6c-2. RESPONSIBILITY FACTORS SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE SSTs |
! (Rank Ordered®) !
H i
i _ NO. SCBOOLSi
| RESPONSIBILITY FACTORS . INDICATING |
| : (N=30)

r .

| Individuals accept responsibility for tasks to be

: completed outside SST meetings 2

{ Team 'shares' in successes of modifications/interventions 26

| Regular ed teachers accept responsibility for referriug
: students to SST - 6

| Individuals complete tasks by outside SST meetings

|
!
|
|
|
|
i

by expected dates 25

% At least half of the participant schools had to indicate an item
a "purpose" for it to be tabled as a purpose of SSTs.



H I
i Table 6¢-3. COOPERATION FACTORS SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE SSTs {
! . (Rank Ordered¥) :
l - .
f"'“" NO. SCHOOLS |
‘ COOPERATION FACTORS INDICATING |
| (N=30) !
" !
i Regular ed and special ed staff communicate informally H
: outside SST meetings on student's problem 27 H
]
| All staff involved with student's modifications attend :
: SST meetings 26 :
= 1
; Student's parents are invited to become active SST members 14 i
- ]
! Table 6c-4. COMMUNICATION FACTORS SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE SSTs t
; ‘ (Rank Ordered*) i
P NO. SCHOOLS | |
} COMMUNICATION FACTORS INDICATING {
t (N=30) |
il i
| Written reminders to SST members of upcoming meetings 28 E
1 ) i
: Records of SST decisions and task assignments 28 ;
| Reminders with student -names & current status for upcoming !
: SST meetings 18 !
. ]
| Review dates specified at time of initial modifications/ |
i interventions 16 J

% At least half of the participant schools had to indicate an item a
wpurpose® for it to be tabled a. a purpose of SSTs. Items not meeting
this "S50% decision rule" are included. for interest only. '
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